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Pl e a s e j oi n us f or a  dis c ussi o n of t e c h n ol o g y, h u m a n v al u es, a n d ot h er t h o u g hts. 
W e will m e et in  G a m bl e H all 20 5  o n Fri d a y , J a n u ar y 2 1  at 3: 0 0  p m. 
 
T h e N e w L e vi at h a n  
 
P a r t 2: T h e ol o gi c al a n d 
S e c u l ar Re s p o n s e s  
       B y B. J. E d e nfi el d  
 
    I n o ur l ast m e eti n g w e dis c uss e d t h e 
offs pri n g of t h e N e w L e vi at h a n, t h e 
c o g.  I pr o mis e d a p ossi bl e  r o ut e o ut of 
t h e N e w L e vi at h a n ’s c o g m ol d w hi c h 
h as f or g e d us all.  M y f e ar, h o w e v er, is 
t h at t his t as k is b e y o n d m y a biliti es.  
W e  c a n b e gi n t o s e e w h at cr e at e d t h e 
c o g, t h e N e w L e vi at h a n  or 
t e c h n ol o gi c al s o ci et y, b ut w h at s et t h e 
N e w L e vi at h a n i n m oti o n ?  
    Tw o pr e d o mi n a nt r o ut es  (t h e o nl y 
o n es I c a n s e e) , gi v e n o ur w est er ni z e d 
mi n d s, ar e t h e r eli gi o us a n d t h e 
s e c ul ar.   O n e vi e w is t hr e at e n e d b y t h e 
N e w L e vi at h a n a n d its offs pri n g  (t h e 
c o g), w hil e t h e ot h er is l eft r es ol ut e 
a n d h o p el ess.   
    W h e n J a c q u es Ell ul wr ot e his 
m a g n u m  o p us, T h e T e c h n ol o gi c al 
S o ci et y , h e hi nt e d els e w h er e t h at h e 
e x p e ct e d m or e fr o m a C hristi a n r e a d er 
t h a n fr o m a s e c ul ar n o n-C hristi a n 
r e a d er.  S u c h a r eli gi o us r e a d er, it 
a p p e ars, s h o ul d n oti c e t h at t h e t ot alit y 
of t h e t e c h n ol o gi c al s yst e m  ( n ot a n y of 
t h e i n di vi d u al p arts or t e c h n ol o gi es) 
h as b e c o m e  h u m a nit y’s w a y of hi di n g 
fr om G o d.  T h e N e w L e vi at h a n is  t h us 
o n e m or e m a nif est ati o n  of si n.  T his 
a p pr o a c h  is pr o bl e m ati c  at t h e o uts et 
f or t h e s e c ul ar mi n d, gi v e n its l a c k of 
r el ati o ns hi p wit h a di vi n e or a n yt hi n g 
els e t h at mi g ht pr o vi d e a c o nt e xt i n 
w h i c h t h e t ot alit y of t h e t e c h n ol o gi c al 
s yst e m mi g ht b e e v al u at e d i n n o n -
t e c h n ol o gi c al t er ms. 
    O n  t h e s e c ul ar a p pr o a c h, it mi g ht b e 
h el pf ul t o t hi n k i n t er ms of D ar wi ni a n 
e v ol uti o n a n d m a n ki n d’s str u g gl e f or 
s ur vi v al o v er o ur ol d f o e, n at ur e.  In 
b ot h r o ut es, t h e ris e of t e c h n e (t h e 
et y m ol o gi c al f or er u n n er of t h e w or d 
“t e c h n ol o g y ”)  i s c o n n e ct e d t o t h e 
str u g gl e wit h n at ur e . B ut w h at is 
t e c h n e a n d w h at d o es it h a v e t o d o wit h 
n at ur e ?  
    I n a n ci e nt Gr e e c e, Pl at o s p e nt a 
gr e at d e al of ti m e t e a c hi n g his 
f oll o wers t h e c o n c e pt of  t e c h n e 
(s o m eti m es tr a nsl at e d as “cr aft ” or 
“ art ” ).  T his c o n c e pt w hi c h a p p e ars 
r e p e at e dl y t hr o u g h o ut Pl at o’s writi n gs 
is b est d es cri b e d as “ a b o d y of 
k n o wl e d g e t h at e n a bl es its p oss ess or t o 
d o s o m et hi n g or t o pr o d u c e a pr o d u ct 
i n a r ati on al, or d erl y, a n d u n erri n g 
m a n n er. P e o pl e w h o p oss ess a cr aft 
c a n t e a c h w h at t h e y k n o w t o ot h ers 
a n d, t h us, c a n gi v e a n a c c o u nt of h o w 
it is t h at t h e y d o or pr o d u c e w h at t h e y 
d o ” ( Bri c k h o us e & S mit h, 1 4 1).  I n 
is ol ati o n fr o m a n y ot h er c o n c e pt, t his 
d efi niti o n  s e e ms h ar ml ess e n o u g h.  I n 
f a ct, it is q uit e us ef ul f or  e v er y d a y 
s ur vi v al .  F or e x a m pl e, t h e t e c h n e of 
f ar mi n g is m ost h el pf ul b e c a us e e ati n g 
is a n e c essit y f or h u m a n s ur vi v al.  S o 
h o w c a n t his s e e mi n gl y h el pf ul 
c o n c e pt b e r es p o n si bl e f or t h e a d v e nt 
of t h e N e w L e vi at h a n ?   T his s u g g ests 
t h at t h e s e e ds of t h e N e w L e vi at h a n 
w er e pl a nt e d l o n g b ef or e H o b b es.  
    Acr oss t h e M e dit err a n e a n S e a  i n 
a n ot h er a n ci e nt c ult ur e  ( w hil e I 
i m a gi n e Pl at o w as fi nis hi n g u p T h e 
R e p u bli c ), t h e H e br e w a ut h ors of 
G e n esis  s u g g est  t e c h n ol o g y is n ot 
si m pl y a n i n n o c e ntl y h el pf ul b o d y of 
k n o wl e d g e.  I n G e n esis 1: 2 8 w e r e a d, 
“ A n d G o d bl ess e d t h e m, a n d G o d s ai d 
u nt o t h e m, b e fr uitf ul, a n d m ulti pl e a n d 
r e pl e nis h t h e e art h, a n d s u b d u e it: a n d 
h a v e d o mi ni o n o v er t h e fis h of t h e s e a, 
a n d o v er t h e f o wl of t h e air, a n d o v er 
e v er y li vi n g t hi n g t h at m o v et h u p o n t h e 
e art h. ”  T h e H e br e w w or d f or t h e 
E n glis h tr a nsl ati o n of d o mi ni o n  is 
R a d a h  ( h dr) a n d will s er v e as t h e 
o v er ar c hi n g t h e m e f or a  th e ol o gi c al 
i n v esti g ati o n of N e w L e vi at h a n.  
   T h e w or d “ R a d a h ”  is us e d s o m e 
t w e nt y ti m es i n t h e Ol d T est a m e nt a n d 
al w a ys i m pli es “t o r ul e o v er ”, or “t o 
r ei g n ”.  T his c o n c e pt h as m u c h 
str o n g er i m pli c ati o ns, b ot h p oliti c all y, 
p hil os o p hi c all y, a n d hist ori c all y t h a n 
its Gr e e k c o u nt er p art, “ t e c h n e” , w h e n 
i nt er pr et ed t his w a y .  W h e n S o cr at es 
us e d t h e w or d “ t e c h n e”, it  w as si m pl y 
a d es cri pti o n, or m ar k, of s o m et hi n g 
t h at m a n ki n d h a d alr e a d y b e e n usi n g 
f or t h o us a n ds of y e ars.  S o cr at es o nl y 
r efi n e d its m e a ni n g.  T e c h n e  is 
i m p ort a nt e v e n t h o u g h i n m y b est 
esti m ati o n it is a n i nf eri or c o n c e pt t o 
R a d a h  s ol el y be c a us e R a d a h  a p p e ars 
t o b e t h e m oti v e f or t e c h n e i n a cit y.  I n 
t h e cit y, m a n ki n d pr a cti c es d o mi ni o n 
(R a d a h ) o v er n at ur e w hi c h r e q uir es t h e 
i n di vi d u al t o us e his/ h er cr aft (t e c h n e), 
w h at e v er t h at mi g ht b e, t o ris e a b o v e 
n a t ur e a n d s u b d u e it.  As a gr o u p, i n 
t his c as e t h e H e br e ws a n d Gr e e ks, 
h o n e t h eir cr aft t o c o n q u er n at ur e, first 
b y risi n g o ut of h u nt er g at h er er 
s o ci eti es wit h t h e a d v e nt of a gri c ult ur e 
a n d s e c o n d b y est a blis hi n g 
ci vili z ati o ns, t h e N e w L e vi at h a n w as 
gi v e n lif e  aft er a l o n g i n c u b ati o n 
p eri o d . 
    R a d a h  i s, u nli k e t h e i d e al of t e c h n e 
i n t h e Gr e e k tr a diti o n, u n a v oi d a bl y 
c o n n e ct e d t o  si n a n d p o w er.  T hi s 
p urs uit of d o mi ni o n  is a c e as el ess 
p urs uit  t h at o n c e st art e d c a n n ot b e 
st o p p e d .  T h e T o w er of B a b el  stor y  i s a 
b e a utif ul n arr ati v e of  t h e t e c h n ol o gi c al 
s o ci et y i n w hi c h w e n o w li v e.  I n t h e 
st or y, m a n ki n d h as u nit e d, pr es u m a bl y 
u n d er t h e i nt er pr et ati o n of R a d a h  a n d 
t e c h n e t h at I h a v e str ess e d t h us f ar.  As 
T h e N e wsl ett e r of t h e P hil os o p hi c al Dis c ussi o n G r o u p  
the Lord considers the implications, 
presumably of His command or at the 
very least a distortion of His command 
to take dominion (Radah) over the 
earth, He realizes that humanity’s 
power is an unstoppable force by any 
power under heaven.  As a result, only 
God can stop it. The technological 
society as a manifestation of dominion, 
then, is the void between God and 
man.  
    From a secular paradigm, Hobbes 
may have more relevance with regards 
to the city, or mankind’s escape from 
nature.  If we can slice away all the 
“pie-in-the-sky” jargon associated with 
the theological position, we find in 
Hobbes’ view, Ellul’s affirmation that, 
“Life in such an environment has no 
meaning”(Ellul, 6).  For thinkers like 
Ellul, the technological system, 
society, and city in which we live is 
only worth railing against if the 
disputant has a theological basis.  It 
would not make sense to engage a 
natural phenomena such as the rise of 
technology and it’s dehumanizing 
characteristics from a philosophical 
perspective if one were devoted to, say, 
materialism -- or any other non-
theologically grounded position.  
Moreover, a discussion about 
technique and its control of our lives, 
from a materialist perspective, would 
be similar to a discussion of the 
evolution of the eyeball and the 
problems we face from the natural 
development of said eyeball (if there 
were any).  This would amount to a 
discussion of facts without reference to 
values or any means of evaluating said 
facts.  
    Hobbes sought to mechanize the 
human being which is a hallmark of 
Ellul’s description of technique.  If 
humans are the product of random 
mutations, which in some way benefit 
our survival, then what flows from 
humanity is also a natural process, 
namely, the technological society. But 
how can this be problematic from a 
secular worldview?  Perhaps the only 
interesting way to take up this 
discussion from the secular routed 
mindset is to talk about it as the only 
world possible.  Unlike a Leibnizian 
best possible worlds model, wherein 
God has chosen among all possible 
scenarios, the only world possible 
model dichotomizes between the 
technological society(=the only 
possible world), or extinction(=no 
world) as the only viable options.   
Since extinction is not a human option 
(at least for Leibniz) due to human 
conatus, the technological society is 
the only world possible since it exists 
and extinction does not.  At least not 
yet.  What this means, simply, is that 
mankind lives and breathes in the 
technological society as a result of 
evolution.  How we evolved is simply 
a series of random mutations, so we are 
told, that are without telos.  What 
survives over time is what can rise 
above its competition for food and 
mating. In our case, we rose out of 
nature through simple applications of 
techne, with Radah as our impetus, 
while kicking the ladder out from 
under us as we ascended.  In my mind, 
these two concepts of Radah and 
techne are what separate us from 
animals.  We systematically “rule 
over”, channel, predict, and recreate 
nature to our increasing secular and 
theological satisfaction and comfort.  A 
question rarely asked:  Ought we to be 
comfortable?  Secularly? 
Theologically?  
     In conclusion, and as promised, I 
will attempt to point the reader to what 
cannot be seen with the eyes - freedom.  
Dr. Nordenhaug has in class compared 
his students (and humans in general) to 
pears in bottles.  He refers to a bottle of 
pear wine in which a fully grown pear 
is inside a glass wine bottle.  The first 
question is: How does the pear find 
itself inside the bottle?  The glass 
bottles are placed on the branches of 
pear trees while the pears are small 
buds.  The pear unknowingly grows up 
trapped inside a bottle.   Analogously, 
having grown up inside the techno-
logical society and the web of 
techniques that have us as their objects, 
we have all become cogs and like the 
pear find ourselves trapped in a 
transparent bottle that we cannot see.  
My suggestion for a possible way out 
lies, disappointingly, in our ability to 
identify and discuss the bottle now 
containing Western consciousness – 
The New Leviathan.  Before the glass 
bottle can be broken (if it can be 
broken), it must first be seen with the 
mind.  Once seen, then details in the 
glass bottle might be recognized like 
cracks.  In other words, we can 
experience a form of freedom by 
identifying the transparent bottle and a 
crack.  The crack in the bottle is our 
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How do you respond to the thought that you 
are a cog in the New Leviathan or a pear in a 
bottle?   Questions, criticisms, thoughts?  
Contact:   
 




Dr. Erik Nordenhaug  
Erik.Nordenhaug@armstrong.edu 
 
Dr. Jack Simmons 
Jack.Simmons@armstrong.edu 
 
For a look at past Stones, visit: 
www.thales1.armstrong.edu/pdg/oldstones/ 
 
 
